ED, 


_ © 
EDRS PRICE 


DOCUMENT, RESUSE 


cc 011 505 


141 684 
AUTHOR Melson, Gail F. 
TITLE The Home as a Sex-Typed Fnvlronwehé: Taplications for” 
; Marital Conflict.. - ' . 
PUB DATE Oct. 76 . 
NOTE 23p.3 Paper presented at the ‘Annaal Réoting "of the - 


National Council on Family Relations (October 19-23, 
19764 New York, N.Y.) : 


& 


-NF-$0.83 HC-$1.67-Plus Postage. 


*Environmental Influences; Pamily Life; *Family 


DESCRIPTORS 
: . Problems; Human Relations; *interaction Process 
‘: Analysis; *Marital Instability; Research Projects; 
Role Perception; *Sex Role; Social Relations; ‘ 
*Space 3 42 
ABSTRACT ‘ 


Evidence for sex-typed perception and use of the 
‘housing environment is presented,in several studies, and implications. 
of such sex-typing for family conflict behavior are discussed. In the. 
first study, conducted with 200 female undergraduates, it was found. 
that sex-typed perception of within-home Spaces was related to 
sex-typed use of personal space ona project measure. In the second 
' study,.perception of within home sex-typed spaces was confirmed in 
questionnaire responses of 26 married student families living in 
comparable housing. In addition, husbands and wives individually ~ 
~ completed conflict resolution stories using a” housing modél’ designed 
for the study. Those who reported use of sex-typed spaces for petneee: 
were more likely to ‘complete conflict stories with withdrawal] themes. 
Implications for the effects of microecology of the home on family 
Apeereey een were discussed. (Author) = ; ° 


+t 


aa ER CS SE RRR ST Te SPREE PE TBAT SOR 
* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished 

* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort 
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal 
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality 
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available 

* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS iS not °° 

* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions 
* supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original. 
SELL ARESESAEREAE EPIRA SELES RESESIREGERS SES SERELER DENSE S ONES SED GRE DEOES 


Sy ee eek 


we we 


Department of Chit ih ‘bdvetébaent and bautis Studies 
fe ; 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH: 
EOUCATIONGWEtPARE oo Ue 


NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF | “wfne 
EDUCATION | ba 
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO.’ ”. 


DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM 
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGING 
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS 
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE- 7 
SENT OF FICIAL NATIONAL: Pei ees of 
EDUCATION POSITION. OR POLICY. wis 


ea / 
» 
/ 
F / 
‘ ae 
t 
, 4 
s / 
a wy 
4 
* 
A r j 
of , 4 7 
s 
a 
j Pn 
} ‘ / z 
e x 
‘ a | i 


ie Home as a Sex-typed Environment 
Pl ae ' Hee 


Peper: to be -esented at the annual meeting of the National Council on 


: eee Relat fs October 1976. 


hes 
od f 


> . 8 @ 


The Home as a Sex-typed Environment: 
Impliéations for Marital Conflict 

The as Anata of this paper is to consider ‘empirical support for ‘exe 
typed péteapeton and use of the™ housing eniikontiedt and implications of 
such sex-typing for family conflict behavior. The perspective taken is 
that the ecology of the household has imma taint social and seychbiogtenl 
effects upon family members both because of their synbolic interpretation | 
of spatial actannenenes and because such arrangements structure their ; 
social encounters. Glazer-Malbin (1974) has con¢eptualized the effects 
of space: provided the sexes in terms of (a) information aboue relative — ‘ 
social status of the sexes, (b) access to information about the other sex, 
(c) access to informal social contacts which may be pertinent to effec~ 
tively performing social roles, and (d) access to information about the. 
content of social roles. he paper illustrated how sex segregation of 


. ” <private, publie and -institutional Spaces may be conducive to sex role 


oe em 


™ re - A hey 


‘differentiation. . at 
It is the purpose of the present paper to present evidence from 

I 

_ several studies avopeciiig. Wie role of household (e.g., private) space , 
in supporting sex-role differentiated behavior among fantly members and 

| in structuring family interactions, particularly family édnkltct: It is 
sou-ate contention of this papér that spatial arrangements per se have vA 
any direct causal effect on family relations. While spatial arrangements 
may be a Hebleotion of larger. societal forces, such as economic structure, 
space comes to be perceived by family members as syaboltedlly significant 
in its own right. Abundant evidence exists that spatial and other atric 


tural features of housing influence social relations among neighboring 


/ 
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- families (Festinger, Sehae ter & Back, 1950; Caplow & Forman, 1950; Kuper, 


1950; Suttles, 1968; Yoshioka: *& Athaniasiou, 1971). Yet little attention 


= 
' 


has been given to what Donald Ball (1973) terms the "micrageography" of 


the household ‘in structuring sex-role differentiated family interactions, 


e 


In order to provide some empirical support for*Glazer-Malbin's con- 
Nye, $ 4 
tention that the sex penieastton of household space reinforces sex-role 


differentiation and shapes family interaction, a‘series of studies was 
,conducted to answer the following questions: 
(1) “ae what degree is the, home perceived ~ terms of male and 
» female territories? “th P | ‘. s 
‘(2) Is aap seeriiseiellis within the home related to. other 
, family characteristics, such as suit wee employment’, SES, or 
* family size? ° 
“(3) 218 sex-typed territoriality within the home‘ related. to-sex~ othe ee ee 
differences in proxemics (e.g-4 the structuring of inter- 
} personal distance)? | a Se. 
(4) Is sex-typed territoriality felated be actual seiby space use ie ae 
f ‘as determined by observational studies? 
(5) Does sex-typed territoriality. function as a means 5 of struc- 


“ aw a ‘ - 


subtos family conflict (e.g6; ‘withdrawal to a "safe haven")? 


The proposed paper will present data supporting each of theaé ques- 
tions from a larger project conducted by ve author, entitled "The 
Housing Environment as a Determinant of Family Interaction."' Supported 
by the Institute for Family and Consumer Studies, Partie University, this 


Xe : bd 4 
arty * : 

g i - 
’ 


} 


. project investigates dimensions of the family's near environment and their . y 


_was born. Sex differences in the use and perception of interpersonal { 


‘ Jourard, 1966; Mehrabian, 1968; Lerner, 1973; Hartnett, Bailey & Hartley, \ 


| The Home as a Sex+typed Environment , i ‘ 
« 4 ’ : ue 4 | : 4 3 re ff 
effect upon family interaction. . - 

the affective and symbolic ‘significance of space has been an interest, * 
of aejpchotogiate, peopeapharay ‘and anthropologists in recent years, with 


A 


the publication of Hall's Hidden Dimension in 1966, the field of proxemics fis, 


ree 


space within Western cultures. has ‘been a focus of interest (Sommer, 1959; 


1974). Summarizing this literature, one may conclude that women (and \, 


girls from an early age) allow more interpersonal approach, touch, and 


perceive closeness .as more affectively positive, distance as more afféc- 
~” ; ot t f . 
tively negative than do men (and boys). 


Glazer-Malbin (1974) in a recent National Council, on Family Relations™— ~~ 


a paper suggest ed furcher that’ tee semi-public, and private spaces may | A 


be viewed as assigned to piven sex-roles. From a geographer's point of © . . a 
view, Robert Beck (1967) has argued: "The physical Pe ee 
properties of the environment are distributed in ‘apne, and personal en- 
vironmental space eS shaped by the eontieeied of these properties. 
Personal systems of spatial learning may yield important Lnetante into 


individual perceptions of the environment" (p.. 18). Thus, from several 


-disciplines comes the suggestion that pot only interpersonal space, but 


spatial settings themselves are charged with affective meaning, one 
important component of which is sex-appropriateness. ~ 
Sayings such as "A man's home is his castle," "A woman's place is 


5 ry 
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in the nosis express in folk wisdom the fact that puapaays and swiver, 


et lea 


_ sons and davchtack use amily space differently and, thet further, sex- i a 


linked role prescriptions have traditionally been assoctated with such 


See ee nee 
+ 


‘ . usage. Women ought to be in the home whose boundaries are defended by 


_ the- males standing outside. ee \ 
4 


ig However, evidence for| such a sexually differentiated perception of ™~ 


spatial settings is lacking. Further, strength of such perception is 


) 


os te expected to be a dimension along which individuals will vary substantially. 


Hence, the concomitants and determinants of strength of sex differentiated 
f 
. spatial perception are of interest. Secondly, the possible relation be- 


‘tween sex differentiation in perception of the familial setting and 


‘© 


, ‘responses to family conflict need to be explored. . In.a-highIy” specula- e " 


~~ 


; ee, iat ircnatennmacmmeaiataaiass 
tive vein, one may suggest two possible relationships: first, when areas 


. are perceived as appropriately feminine or wasculine domains, they pte- 
wide unequal opportunteses for retreat, exclusion, and ‘home court advan- 
tage. Secondly, whith interpersonal space itself carried different sex- 


~\ ~~linked affective implications, such stereotypes may influence marital 


partners’. perceptions of both spatial. and symbolic approaches and with- 


drawals during conflict. For example, for those women who perceive male 
approach as potentially more threatening and aggressive than female approach - : 
(and mere aggressive than men perceive Feeaté approach), it is possible 
thaé both literal and psychological approaches during conflict will be 


ambivalently received. 


| 
| 
| The Home as a Sex-typed Environment = 
\ | 
\1 
A brief overview of the studies \to be reported is appropriate - -here, 


5 : 


; Study 1 explored perception of sex: differentiated space within the’ home 
and sex-typing’ of interpersonal space in a sample of 200 young women, using F 
questionnaire and projective measures. eo 2, using ke sample of 26 3-per=— 
are féuilies, each in comparable physical ‘settings: (wateied student families . rn 
with one child), further tnveattanted sex differentiated SEREe in eilinetayl onc? 
_to the handling 9 hypothetical decision making and confliée ‘situations, = 
Study 1: Sex typing in the atfective interpretation of interpersonal 

: space | 7 _* Se hn a aa 


This study explored the affective interpretation of interpersonal mer 


dyadic space when sex of dyad and distance varied. In addition, evidence v 


i 


| — —o 


“for 8&x differentiated PRESHR SAT of | familial space was collected It was 
hypothesized chat individuals wo strongly linked affective interpretations — : 
to both distance and sex of dyad would also be likely to perceive sex dif- 7 
ferentiated familial space. inderLying vhis hypothesis is the argument 


that individuals socialized o differentiate space as "male" and "female" 
sail “4 
_in one.context might be Likely ‘to do so in others. Support for Ente hypo- 


thesis might be taken as support, iikvetore, for the notion chad Neweaiie 


of space is a component off the learning of sex-role seaiesnns: a 
: Method: Two fuindved! dewade dgdwnpiniuntes participated in this 

study. Only women were baie for this study because sex differences 

in the perception ae steht space are already well documented. aa Sa 

Each absent dune ehals general’ questionnaire on "home and college 


‘ 
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housing" embedded in which were a number of items.designed to measure sex 
differentiation of familial space. The latter ie ican eigacicas as 
having two dimensions: ‘* 1) identification with an ‘area (e.g., mother and 
kitchen) and 2) privileged access (c.g., ability to exclude others), A 


s 


total of six questions were asked, three referring to identification, 
three to privileged access. 
In addition, each subject completed a projective measure designed to 
elicit affective interpretation of interpersonal space. Nine ai ihoiette:: 
pair dvawinine using all combinations dF thies distances X three sex of 


dyad combinations were presented in random order. In response to each 


presentation, subjects were instructed to write a story answering the 


we ae _~ r x i ee -- © ee * © roy wo. . e 
, fol lowing questions: Who are these people? What are they doing? What 
are they thinking? Half of the respondents completed the projective 
a , measure before the questionnaire, half after. No order effects were i 


, , ——yobtained, . 

2 Results: Five categories were derived from analysis of the protocols: 
weateparedse (stranger, acquaintance, friend, intimate), affect (positve/ 
negative), approach-withdrawal, activity (parallel, casual, personal), 

‘ed touch (presence-absence). Based upon previous studies of sex dif- 
ferences in interpersonal spacing, it was possible to score each indivi- 
dual's responses for degree of sex-typing. A score of 1 was given to 

each "story" containing sex-typed material in three of the five categories. 
Thus, a maximum score of nine was possible. 


_—_ at ~“ . 
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Insert Table 1 about here 
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As Table 1 indicates, affective interpretations were strongly. in- 
fluenced by both sex and distance in three of the five categories, ~ 
acquaintance, affect, and activity. dousarinons among means indicated 
that decreasing interpersonal distance signalled an intimate relation- 
ship involving increasingly personal activities. Close male pairs, how- :, : 


ever, were perceived as affectively negative (55%) rather than positive 
Me ; A J . 


(19%) (percentages do not sum to 100 due to elimination of low frequency 
categories) while close female pairs were secceloed as eensealty positive 
(49%) eather than ubatine a: it ainh wine received approxi- 
ae "eel equal sonitive aid nagativerettect statements. aes Ae Sg eo 
The results supported other studies (Guardo, 1969, 1971; Melson, 


1976) showing that close interpersonal distances involving a male are 


more likely to be perceived as intimate yet negative than are.similar 


\ 
\ 


female interactions. 
When protocols | were scored for frequency of sex-typed responses, 


scores eucieed from; 3 to 9 (x = 7.8). Thus, the sample. as a whole id Sl 


+e 


strongly gik=typed perceptions of interpersonal apace, 8 
Responses to the six questions dealing with sex ditterentieeion‘of 
familial space were next analyzed. Since responses to both {dank steetiton 
v with an area and privileged access were: highly tabeecovrelabed (+.89), 


they were combined for analysis. 


Table 2 presents the frequency distribution for differentiation of 


v4 — a 
/ m oe 9 4 
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’ - space attributed to mother, father and children. g 
/ 


f 


Insert Table 2 about here 
: _—_—_ OOO 
For the sample as a whole, spaces were differentially associated 


with parents, but not with children. When differentiation in bode ut 
specific areas was examined, however, different patterns emerged for ' 
father and mother. "Kitchen" was named by 80% of tliowe respondents iden- 
tifying shy materiel tarritocy, ubiie Single paternal karctcors wae 


named with higher frequency than 30% (garage). 


‘ 


‘ 


Such responses may be compared with the level of sex-typed responding 
on the projective measure discussed earlier Keeping in mind that the | 
at ae sewis as.a-whole’ exhibited eeongky sex-typed responses.on_both measures. = — — - — - 
and, hence, the distribution of responses vaa-shaued, the correlation | | 
betuéen sex-typed perception of territoriality and sex-typed perception: 
of interpersonal space was +.41. | 
Interesting relationships between perceived territoriality, SES (as 
defined by is Hollinghead scale) and maternal employment were also ob- 
tained. These findings may be summarized as indicating that sex-typed 
perceived territoriality declines both with increasing SES and with 


maternal. income (but not employment per se). Similarly, both SES and 
a aa ef #r 


maternal income (again not employment per se) are significantly asso- 
ciated with increased likelihood of reporting a "study" or "den" as a 


paternal area. 


10 . ee 


her the|kitchen. With Te SES and prageipesul pateine employment 


‘correlates! of environmental stress in intact families’, ‘Some of the data 
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Discussion: The ‘results of study 1 are considered to support the 
hypothesis that sex-typed perception of interpersonal space and sex-typed 


o 


territoriality within the home are positively’ related. This may indicate 
an underlying characteristic,.such as extent of cognitive organization 


« 


around the categories of "male" and "female." Kohlberg (1966) suggests, - 
for example, that wugevole socialization involves the cognitive task of | as 
structuring the world in male-female eee ‘ . i 

Another ‘ interpretation is also possible. shiea who perceive 
sex-typed territoriality also perceive the ifioction of sex-appropriate 
roles in spatial terms; e.g., both a role and a proper space are allocated 
together. Thus, the-mother's role of chief cook aad bottle washer assigns 


others are hore dikely to. take on both the "cook" role = its territory. 


~ ere 
Ld sept gee os, 


Study 2: The data reported here were part of a study examining 


have bearing on the question of sex-differentiated familial spaces and 
may help generate hypotheses concerning Rupticersnns for fantly conflict. 
ne advanERSEe of the whole family” approach are obvious. First, more 
unreliable retrospective Becounts are avoided. Secomly, both husband 
and wife are interviewed independently. Thirdly, families within the 
same stage of the family life cycle (mean years married = 4.6 years) and 


living in comparable housing (identical floor’ plan units of married stu- 


, 


dent housing) are studied, thereby holding constant many dimensions of ‘ 


the immediate environment: 


aM 
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"Although ‘the study was not designed to specifically investigate sex 


sa differences in apace use or. i the significance associated with space use, 


A tee Atte eee oe me = 


the data provide some evidence bearing on questions 4 and s{ poste earlier. 


- Question #4 asked: Is sex-typed territoriality rélated to actual family 


Space use as determined by observational studies? Question #5 asked: 


Does sex-typed territoriality function. as. a means of structuring family 


‘eonflict? — 5 . ft 

Method: Twenty-six married student feontltes each with one or twa: 
children under 12 living in, ‘tazad cai Blink plan’ unive of married student . 
housing participated in the ‘study. Subjects were recruited at random by 


door to-door contacts within married student housing and were reimbursed © 


‘for their participation, Sample characteristics are presented in Table 3. 


cringe Veer. ~Insert Table’ 3 about here ~~ ~ “Ts i ~ 
ae ek a am anaes 


Each mamALy completed two questionnaires, the Family Space Iaventory, 
measuring davbionmedtad stress and adjustment, and the’ Family etebnawne 


Seale (Moos, 1969) which measures aaa of family environment along 


en dimensions such as cohpatucneees conflict, intellectual bepantantons 
Fonte and control. The spatial movements of each: family were ob- 


served ‘n two fawe visits during the a= 6 P. m. ‘period, Which previous 
js 


jresearch ‘tinadn: 1972) indicates as peak use hours. Finally, a projective 
‘measure was desigried for the study. Using a scale model of a similar 
| apartment and manipulable figures and furniture, each adult and child 


‘over three years of age was individually siten four ‘situations ‘to complete. 


“12 
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need conflict, decision-making, child praise, child reproof, 
For the purposes of this paper, both the space observations ‘and 
responses to the projective measure are of particular interest. The space 


observations provide data on space use in individuals responding to terri- 


" toriality questions in questionnaire forn, while the projective measure 


allows subjects to enact spatially their responses to various affect con- 


ditions., Guardo. (1969) and Mélson (1976) have shown that boch children 


and a adults’ strongly associate 1 ad ld cae distances wien dif- 


, aoe 


oP 
‘ 


fering affect states, with anger associated with large” distances and 


7) ~ 
cn . ' m i ; 
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friendliness with ‘amaller distances. Sets taney 4 OS droped oa 
Results: Responses to the housing ‘midel sialeneaee measure were - 


classified into approach and: withdrawal categories, for “example: "they 


"st ydown together and discuss the problem" (approach) and "He has to “6 


‘out’ so he just goes; she’ 11 have to understand"” (withdrawal). Nonverbal 


meapansee were similarly human Space observations: (recorded in fives’ 


“miciute, intervals) were analyzed ad time spent in) common vs. separate areas, ' 


¥ 


_é& 
the relation between approach/ withdrawal responses and. territoriality | 


. 


‘both as. observed, and as reported. was of interest. Territoriality in terms 


“of privileged. access was pee nonexistent. ia ‘the sample Studied, ‘but 


"territoriality as defined by identification with and use of space was more 


« 
“4 


common. * 


t 


a 


tn answer to che question "Where do you go ‘when you | want ta be by 


yourself?" husbands eaapigileds “bedroom, 12%; kitchen, ‘8% Livingroom, 


Bey 


62%; nowhere in particular, 19%. Wives responded to-the same question: 


e: a : “ * sae oo <j 
ee : ’ ers, 8s om 
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‘ hedook: 4h; kitchen, 50%, living room, 39%; nowhere in particular, 8% 
(x? = 11.9, df =/4, p ¢.01). mien were significantly more likely to 


choose some ared and more likely to choose specifically kitchen than were 


husbands. : : 


rm 


- In addition to this sex difference in reported spatial use, it was 


~ 


found that those who checked "nowhere in particular" also made fewer 
adaptive responses (x? = 57. 41, af. = 33, p. <.005) ‘such as cutting down 
noise level, getting out more often, setting up a ichedute, etc., daateuead 
to ameliorate perceived, atress ‘and enhance ‘their living: conditions. Ob- 
served tecettortaltiy, defined as the ‘keic of aeviaviti to shared space > ? 
8 very high in the viol sample during the obdervattou period ig 
tig fcitoncei 4: 1). Me aor ; hag 
Finally, the use of territoriality for privacy Was significantly 
elated to number of withdrawal statements in.response to both need cons 
flict and: decision making stories ic = 2,87). However, observed separate 
space use was not télated to approach vichdrawet projective responses. 
wiecisctcas 8 positive relation between identification with 
spatial areas within the home and positive adjustments to. perceived ene ’ 
vironmental stressors suggests that Virginia Woolf's ' ‘room of one's own't 
(or favorite chagr) may, function | to defuse family conflict. This may 
occur: because family members ee eset hee divisive decisions by a 
ere allocation of apace, much’ as a clear division of family’ tasks func 


a 


tions to similarly minimize conflict.’ The wavate atudied in, particular 


« ' Pe 


, - 4 J 
. to . 5 ‘ “ ‘4 a « F . 
: ‘ . oe Ca 14 . 
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‘ ‘ ‘- 


identified problems of. space adequacy as a frequent source of family steeae” 


‘ Y : 
and hence, a not surprising adjustment to such a situation Ei d be an 


allocation of subspaces to individuals. 


stories anong ‘those who chose’ citer within oe 6 tside home terri- 
zs 


‘ 


‘tories in questionnaire statements; perhaps. ‘wilet affective needs are 

tied ap with a spatial location, the latter becomes a "safe haven" under 
: aa 2 /. ae ‘ . $ t 

conditions of. conflict. b. He ns FS 


“is pe oat ) 
These findings are Significant primarily in chate indication ba 


. 


- more research. focused specifically on familial perception of and use of 


» the, seed ate physical environment. The second study supported" ‘the? Cs 


ae ‘of the, first ‘thak: ‘home, ppaces.: are perceived: as difterenttally 


‘identified with ‘each BEX. Secondly, the results of the second study } 


suggest that such gex-typed a lak functions as an adaptive | 


response to environmental, stress stemming from severely Limited ADEE | ¥ 5 


While sex-typed Serrstuctality. does appear to be related ‘to both a 
more general.affective perception of space use and conflict responses, 2.3.9. 
the linkages between the three constructs (sex-typed territoriality, |. 


affective perception of space, and family conflict responses) remain 


4 
N4 


unclear. priate 


Although the evidence is skimpy, I would like to suggest: an hypo- = ; 
ay . ie * 


thesis - for future research: ‘Space use and differential access. to- family s 


space is built ante wavtiat role prescriptions. Traditional marriages . : 


pune these prescriptions consistent, with traditional sex-role norms. 


. a yy Le 
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Bince interpersonal apace is affectively loaded as well, the existence 
ie. [of such sex-typed norms eon space helps to structure space use 
. during conflict situatip ns. When the home in general, or specific parts 
. of it, are; osootanrd the "wife's," ‘she may use this ase haven for 


“retreat, j a source ‘of power, if, the: sontlict centers about that space 


| wei ’ or takes place ii If the husband is more likely to have no within 


home ‘territories, or just outside (garage) ones, these avsaa- provide him. 
@ source of power and haven for retieat as well, 
| The first seady obtained SES difference in frequency of such within 
home and outside home territories. With ‘higher social class, territor- 
‘ fality is weakened and this seems to be associated WEED more communica- 
tion and less withdrawal in conflict. 7 
The ‘second study supported the findings of the first that home spaces 

‘are seeuatond wa tinestentielly identified with each sex. Secondly, the 
results of: the second study: suggest, that much sex-typed territoriality 
‘functions as an adaptive responsé ‘to environnental stress stemming from 
severely limited space. « \ - 

san a - The relation between class aittérenceastn family enimintcabion skills. 

| _and class differences in space allocation ak vikk of role performance needs 

to be further explored, Similarly, the studies reported here indicate 
that maternal employment status appears eran to sex-typed territor- 
fality. One needs to délineate those factors associated with the per-— 


ception of territoriality in general and koxtyeed territoriality in 


& \ 3 perkecoter for families at different stages. of the life cycle. 
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Finally, the sachanisns by which space ta/ised to structure conf]. 
" situations need to be studied. To, ‘what degree are marital conflicts | 
centered about. the allocation of space iteeit? Why are identification 


and pttetlexed access to spaces fomet mes associated with withdrawal | 


responses? What factors mediate this i acta 


f 


It is hoped that further res. rch on the micpoRcoLoRy of Bin home 
/ | 
will inform the concerns of designers, family practitioners, and anf 5 


those tuvelved in the understanding of family life. 
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‘1, More than 50% of the sample indicated that amount of living space 
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Table 3. Sample chataateriseica: whole family study (n=52) 
. Variable , ; ere cn RRS Oe Mean 
; ‘ Length of marriage ; - 4.6 years 
_ Mean ‘number of chtideen ; of 1.2 
"| Mean’ age oldest child’ . 3.6 pikes 
ey. | Father" s-education 12.9 years 
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